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REPORT OP THE AHORNEY GENERAL. 



San PaiNOisoo, September 15, 1910. 

To His Excellency, James N. Gili.ktt, 

Governor of Calif omia, Sacrame'nto, California. 

Sib : Complying with the requirements of the law, 1 herewith trans- 
mit to 70U a report of the business of this office for the two years ending 
September 15, 1910. 

Th§ duties of this office involve litigation and proceedings in behalf 
of the State of diversified character, but the principal branches of the 
■work may be segregated under the following headings : 

First — Civil actions for the State and the various departments of 
the State government; 

Second — Opinions to State officers and boards and District Attor- 
neys; 

Third — Criminal cases appealed to the Supreme Court and the Dis- 
trict Courts of Appeal ; 

Fourth — Investigations. 

To this report I append a detailed statement showing the present 
status of all civil and criminal cases conducted by this office ; also, a 
tabulated statement of all felony cases as shown by the reports of the 
various District Attorneys of the State. 



CIVIL LITIGATION. 

During the last two years this office has appeared for the State in 
eighty-seven new eivil cases. These, together with one hundred and ten 
civil cases pending and undispceed of at the date of my last report, 
make a total of one hundred and ninety-seven civil cases in the disposi- 
tion of which this office baa been engaged. Of these cases, ninety-six 
have been finally settled, and one hundred and one are now pending. 
Special mention is made of some of the most important of these cases, 
as follows: 

San Pedro Barbor Cases. In the year 1908, after a careful investi- 
gation of .the law, I advised Surveyor General Kingsbury of my opinion 
that the State was without power to convey, for private purposes, lands 
lying beneath navigable Waters, or between the lines of ordinary Mgh 



6 REPORT OF ATTORNEY QBNEBAL. 

and ordinary low-water mark, and that the State had power to sell such 
lands only in aid of navigation and eommeree. Acting upon such 
advice, the Surveyor General has since refused to file applications for 
the purchase of lands of such character. 

Early ia the year 1908 my attention was called to the fact that many 
years ago patents had been issued by the State to various individuals 
and corporations, conveying to them practically the entire bed of Wil- 
min^n Bay, as well as the tide lands bordering upon the channel 
leading from Wilmington Bay to the Pacific Ocean. 

Entertaining grave doubts as to the validity of these patents and the 
power of the State to issue them, I commenced some twelve actions in 
tiie name of the People in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, 
witii the object of securing a judgment canceling sueh patents. In 
October and November, 1909, these cases were tried, briefed, and sub- 
mitted, and decisions are due. 

Should the State be successful in these cases, it will follow' that 
Wilmington Bay will be released from all claims of private ownership, 
and the benefits of a free public harbor secured to southern California. 

An action of similar character, involving a part of the water fronf 
of the city of VaUejo, Solano County, is pending in the Superior Court 
of said county, awaiting the decision in the San Pedro cases. 

Grand Trunk Western Railway Co. vs. Curry. 

Lewis vs. Curry. These cases involved the constitutionality and 
operation of the Corporation License Tax Law. The first ease above 
cited was instituted in the Circuit Court of the United States and the 
second was an original proceeding in the Supreme Court of this State. 
In both courts, the eontentiona of the State, as to the constitutionality 
and operation of the law, were fully sustained. 

Pullman Company Tax Cases. Since my last report, two additional 
actions have been instituted against the Pullman Company to recover 
delinquent taxes. These actions were filed, one in June, 1909 ; another 
June, 1910. In support of the State's claim, much testimony has been 
taken by deposition, and the cases are set for trial in December. They 
involve about $100,000.00 of tax money. The defendant is contesting 
the cases, claiming a lack of jurisdiction in the State Board of Equali- 
zation to assess it. 

Alameda County vs. Nye. This ease involves a claim on the part of 
Alameda County against the State for some $62,000.00. The claim is 
based upon the wording of sections 3696 and 3713 of the Political Code 
as those sections read prior to 1909, the contention being that the term 
"costs of collection," as used therein, was intended to act as an appro- 
priation to repay to the various counties of the State the expense sus- 
tained in collecting State taxes by the county authorities. The case 
has been argued and submitted. 
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In re Frank O'Shea. This case involved the constitutionality of 
the anti-race track law, and resulted in a decision by the District 
Court of Appeal sustaining the law. 

Leave to me cases.'' I have, in the past two years, entertained 
twenty-seven applications for leave to sue in the name of the People 
of the State of CaMfomia. The applications, in most instances, were 
accompanied by voluminous briefs upon the part of the applicants, and 
those resisting the applications, requiring careful investigation. 

In twenty-three instances the leave to sue was granted, and in four 

CourtH r. ,V_'.„_i!_- "li" 

Total easeB handled two years ^2a 



At the date of my last report there were forty criminal appeals 
pending, all of which have since been disposed of. As above noted, 
this office, in the last two years, has briefed and argued two hundred 
and eighteen criminal appeals. In fifty-two eases petitions for rehear- 
ing in the Supreme Court were filed. This office prepared petitions 
or replies in thirty of such cases. Eleven petitions for rehearing were 
granted, supplemental briefs prepared and filed therein, and the eases 
argued before the Supreme Court, thus, for all practical purposes, 
increasing the number of eases to two hundred and twenty-nine. 

In addition to these eases, there have been several cases of certiorari 
and habeas corpus, not included in those above noted. 

These criminal appeals have been disposed of as follows : 



Briefed and submitted but undecided 50 

Total. -■ — 218 

Three criminal cases have been taken to the Supreme Court of the 
United States din'ing the same period, viz.: People vs. Collins, People 
vs. Finley, and People vs. Oppenkeimer. The first named case has 
been disposed of, resulting in a judgment for the People, and the last 
two are now pending. These two cases involve the constitutionality 
of the law imposing death sentence for assaults by life term convicts. 
They are set for hearing in January^ 1911, in said court. 

From the reports of the various District Attorneys you will note 
they have conducted during the past two years three thousand five 
hundred and fifty-five felony cases, which have resulted in three 
thousand two hundred and twenty-six convictions, or pleas of guilty, 
and three hundred and twenty-nine acquittals. 
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INVESTIGATIONS. 

Since my last report to yon numerouB investigations have been cod- 
■ducted by this office concerning State matters and properties, among 
which may be noted the investigation of the shortage in the o£Bce of 
the Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco, which resnlted 
in uncovering a shortage of some $92,000.00, a part of which 
property of the State. Tliis shortage occurred between April, 190^ 
and January, 1908. 

I have also investigated the affairs of the Monterey Coal Company, 
and conducted the hearing of charges preferred against C. C. Van 
Tiiew, President of the Ohico State Normal School, pursuant to your 
instructions. 

In November, 1903, there was deposited in the Treasurer's oflBc 
San Francisco the sum of $364,572.79, subject to the decision of the 
flourt, in United Railroads vs. Colgan. Shortly after such deposit waa 
made, $327,000.00 of said moneys were ordered by the court to be paid 
partly to the State and partly to the City and County of San Franciscft 
-and the balance of $37,572.79 remained on depcsit with the Treasurer 
imtil about the time of the fire of April 18, 1906. The dratruetion ot 
some of the public records of San Francisco at that time apparently 
led those concerned in the asportation of the money to the belief that 
apprehension would be impossible, and, in pursuance of such belief. 
there was taken, between April, 1906 and January; 1908, from the 
moneys in the hands of the Treasurer, the sum of about $92,000.00. 
The books and records of the Treasurer's ofSce were falsified to cover 
these discrepancies, and no discovery of the loss was made until about 
April 1, 1908, when the case of United Railroads vs. Colgan was decided 
by the Supreme Court, and demand was made for the balance due the 
Kjounty and State, supposedly in the hands of the Treasurer. It 
then found that there was insufficient money in the hands of the 
Treasurer to meet the demand, and an investigation waa instituted by 
this office which led to the apprehension and coDviction of at least one 
■of the persons concerned therein. 

The methods which in that investigation we found were being fol- 
lowed in the handling of the public funds, together with the techni- 
cal points that have been raised in the criminal prosecution of the 
person concerned in the shortage and in the civil litigation which hag 
been instituted for the recovery of the money due the State, leads me 
to very strongly recommend that there should be legislation compelling 
a uniform sj'stem of aeeountancy in the counties of the State, and 
some authoritative and accurate examination and checking at frequent 
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interralB, of the accounts of all ofBcera handling or keeping aceouDts 
of the funds of the State and counties. 

The result of the investigation of tfce Monterey Coal Company and 
the Chico Normal School matter has been heretofore placed in yonr 
hands in the regular course of business. 

RAILROAD LEGISLATION. 

I took occasion, in my report to you, undw date of September 15, 
1908, to call attcoitiou to the necessity for legislation in respect to 
common carriers, in furtherance of the powers of the Railroad Com- 
mission, and, with a view of preventing and punishing discrimination. 
Since that time, there has been some legislation along the lines sug- 
gested. (Chapter 312, Statutes 1909.) 

The legislation noted has been in operation since March 20, 1909, 
and has, in many ways, served a useful purpose. Experience, how- 
ever, has demonstrated that the statute in question is inadequate in 
several particulars. 

Under its operation, the making of moving rates is initiated by the 
common carrier, and no power is given to the Commission to suspend 
the operation of the rate pending an investigation into the reasonable- 
ness of the proposed rate. This is a power that has recently been con- 
ferred upon the Interstate Commerce Commission, and its benefit has 
been most thoroughly demonstrated in the last few mouths. In this 
connection, the Commission has, at present, no power to fix the moving 
rate, — being restricted to establishing a maximum charge only, thus 
leaving the rates within the maximum charge a matt«r^of discretional 
fluctuation at the will of the carrier. 

Again, the matter of discrimination, to which I called attention, is 
not adequately covered. In my report of September 15, 1908, 1 said: 

"The only remedy for diBctimiiiBtioD siveo hy this statute exists in favor of 
an injured shipper, but before an injured shipper can recover, he must prove that 
Le was obliged to ship at the published tariff, while a more favored shipper was 
permitted to transport similar commodities between the same points at a rate leas 
than published tariff. 

It ia thus apparent that the shippers of the State are practically helpless, as 
the leQuired eTidence in any case will be moat difficult, and. in most cases, impos- 
sible of procurement." 

The Regulation Act of 1909 has not changed this condition of proof 
nor relieved the shipper from complying with the requirement above 
noted, if he hopes to prove his charge of discrimination. 

By the Regulation Act of 1909, the burden of proof in demonstrating 
that a rate is unreasonable, or in endeavoring to enforce an order of 
the Commission, is placed upon the shipper. I question whether there 
shoiild be any "burden of proof" concerning such matters. At any 
rate, it would seem apparent that the common carrier inaugurating a 
rate was certainly the one best in position to demonstrate its reason- 
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ableness, and that a eominon carrier complaining of an order of the 
Commission was best equipped to prove the unreasonableness of such 
order. As the law now reads, t8e eonunon carrier may refuse to obej 
an order of the Commission, and the injured shipper must appeal to 
the courts to enforce such order, with the burden of proof resting upon 
him to establish his contention, while to establish such contentioD he is 
obliged to rely, largely, upon evidence in the possession of the carrier. 

The Commission should also have power and funds with which to 
ascertain the physical value of the properties of t'he carriers. The 
value of the carrier's property always enters into a question of 
reasonable rates of charge, and, once ascertained, would be established 
as an official record for all time, betterments and abandonments 
thereon noted each year, and used in all rate hearings, thus doing away 
with the expensive necessity of ascertaining such value in each case 
when complaint is made of a rate. 

There should also be some legislation looking to the proper segre- 
gation of revenues and expenses of common carriers, and their appli- 
cation as factors in rate making, for the purpose of arriving at a basis 
for establishing reasonable rates. This is also an important feature 
requiring attention in connection with taxation, as it has become cus- 
tomary to look to revenues and operating expenses as an aid in fixing 
such property values for assessment, and should Senate Constitutional 
Amendment No, 1 be adopted by the people at the coming election, 
the matter of segregating and applying operating expenses will have 
a vital bearing upon the revenues of the State. 

The present law does not adequately cover the subject of free and 
reduced transportation, and should be amended so that no ambiguity 
may be pleaded iu' defense of possible offenses in this regard. 

The Commission should be authorized to conduct hearings by the same 
methods as the Interstate Commerce Commission. Under our present 
statute, our Commission is compelled to proceed to a stated number of 
cities in a body, hold a session in each place, and inquire for grievances 
concerning transportation matters. This ^hould be changed so that any 
one or more Commissioners would be authorized to hold such meetings 
wherever convenient or necessary and take testimony, such testimony 
to be thereafter submitted to, and the decision rendered by, the Com- 
mission as a whole. By this method, at least three cases could be heard 
in different parts of the State concurrently, and the business of the 
Commission and adjustment of wron^ greatly expedited. 

I am strongly impressed with the necessity of the Railroad Commis- 
sion having its own legal advisor just as the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission does. The law of railroad regulation is one of great importance 
and a science by itself. Few attorneys have occasion to deal with this 
branch of the law in their practice, and very few are familiar with the 
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rules and deeisiona that govern the subject. The Railroad Conunission 
of this State has, and will have, a great amount of work to do in the 
proper adjustment of tranaportation matters under the new statutes 
that have been or may be adopted, 

INSURANCE MATTERS. 
There has been the usual activity in inauranee matters submitted to 
this office during the last two years, in which period we have furnished 
the Insurance Commissioner with approximately two hundred and 
seventy-five opinions and reports. This does not include various insur- 
ance papers, bonds, and documents which have been examined in this 
office, approved, and returned to the Insurance Commissioner. 

Action was instituted in the Superior Court of Alameda County by 
P. H. Hilliker against the California Mutual Livestock Insurance Asso- 
ciation, to recover certain sums alleged to be due from said corporation 
to said Hilliker for services rendered. Examination of the aftaira of 
said company by the Insurance Commissioner disclosed the fact that 
said company was insolvent, whereupon this office intervened in said 
action, and, upon a hearing, a receiver was appointed to take charge of 
the affairs of said corporation and wind up the business thereof. 

This office has also enforced the payment, by several County Clerks, 
to the State Controller of over $2,000.00 for the sale of hunting licenses, 
which moneys had been withheld by said County Clerks. 

I have coUeeted and turned over to Adjutant General J. B. Lauck 
the cash shortage of a former, officer of the Naval Militia at Eureka, 
California, amounting to $712.59. 

I have brought suit for the collection of the taxes due the State from 
the Ocean Shore Railway Company. This property is to be sold on 
January 18, 1911, subject to taxes, and upon the sale of the property 
the taxes will be paid. 

JUDGMENTS. 
No money judgments of any character against the State have been 
rendered during the period covered by this report. 

STATE BOARDS, ETC. 
Prom other sources there will be presented to you reports of the pro- 
ceedings of the several boards and commissions of which I am ex 
officio a member. 

REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS. 
In the foUowing pages of this report will be found a tabulation of 
the r^orts of the several District Attorneys of the State. 
Bespectfully submitted, 

U. S. WEBB, 

Attorney General. 
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CASES m THE imiie states SUFREHE COUKT. 

Delia Mojfitt et al. vs. M. J. Kelly, Trecmirer of the County of Ala- 
meda. County of Alameda. In the Matter of the Estate of James 
Moffitt, Deceased. Order of Superior Court fixing collateral inheritance 
tax on widow's community interest. Appealed to the Supreme Court 
of CaHfornia, Judgment affirmed. Writ of error granted to United 
States Supreme Court. Submitted. 

The People, etc., vs. J. W. Finley. Convicted of assault with a deadly 
weapon by prisoner. Superior Court of Sacramento County, and sen- 
tenced to death. Judgment affirmed by Supreme Court of the State of 
California. Writ of error allowed to United States Supreme Court. 
Ready. 

The People etc., vs. George D. OoUins. Convicted of perjury in the 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco, and sentenced 
to fourteen years in the penitentiary. Judgment affirmed by the- 
Supreme Court of the State of California. Writ of error allowed to 
the United States Supreme Court. Judgment affirmed. Closed. 

The People vs. Jacob Oppenheimer. Convicted of assault with a 
deadly weapon by prisoner, in the Superior Court of Marin County. 
Aifirmed by the Supreme Court of the State of California. Writ of 
error allowed to the Supreme Court of the United States. Ready. 



cases ih the UBire states cntcDiT court of appeal. 

Wm. Muir et <U. vs. The United States of America, and the State of 
California et al. To quiet title of defendants to the lands described in 
the complaint. Demurrer sustained to complaint, Plainti^ appealed. 
Affirmed. Closed. 



civn. cases hi the drited states ckcdit court. 

The United States of America vs. The State of C<difomia et <U. To 
cancel patents to lands listed by the Federal Government to the State 
and by the State patented to certain individuals. Demurrer of State- 
filed. January 18, 1910, dismissed as to the State. Closed. 
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ova asES ra the suprehe corai of the state of 

CAUFOKBIA. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Adolph Sutra, Deceased. By petitiott 
of Theodore Shucking and others, in the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, under section 1664, Code of Civil Procedure^ 
to determine heirship, involving title to trust estate for public and 
charitable purposes. Answer of State filed April 28, 1903. Cause 
tried and decree for petitioner, declaring trust void. January 24, 1909, 
aflBrmed, Closed, 

The Union Trust Company of San Fraricisco vs. The State, etc. 
Sacramento Comity, to recover $855,000 principal and $1,121,000 inter- 
est on account of Montgomery-avenue bonds. Demurrer to amended 
complaint sustained. Judgment for defendant with costs. Plaintiff 
appealed. December 21, 1908, affirmed. Closed. 

Max Frank vs. The State. Same comity, court and proceedings 
as above, except for $65,000 principal and $89,250 interest. December 
21, 1908, afiBrmed. Closed. 

The People, etc. vs. Bowfc, of San Luis Obispo. San Luis Obispo- 
County, to declare defendant insolvent and appoint a receiver. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff as prayed. Defendant appealed from motion for 
new trial. Submitted. 

The Boca Mill Company vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of 
State, etc. Mandate to compel respondent to file extension of cor- 
porate existence. Writ denied. Closed, 

Emma Mullen Lukens et al. vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Sacra- 
mento Coimty. Mandate to compel defendant to deliver warrant of 
$22,808.15 for claim of John Mullen, as per act passed by the legisla- 
ture of 1905, Judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Ai&rmed by Third 
Appellate District Court. Affirmed by Supreme Court. Closed. 

John WessUng vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Sacramento 
County. Mandate to compel defendant to draw warrant for $394, con- 
tingent expenses of election contest in assembly. Judgment for- 
defendant. Third Appellate District Court reversed judgment. Judg- 
ment of Superior Court affirmed by Supreme Court. Closed. 

James E. Messenger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Contra Costa County. Mandate to compel defendant to file application 
for purchase of certain tide lands. Judgment for plaintiff Appellate- 
Court, First District, affirmed judgment. Rehearing granted by 
Supreme Court. Submitted. 

Kaiser Land and Fruit Company vs. Ckas. F. Curry, Secretary of 
State, etc. Mandate to compel Secretary of State to accept corporate- 
license fee after lapse of time fixed by statute. Writ denied. Closed.. 
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Azro N. Lewis et al. vs. Chas. F. Curry, as Secretary of State, etc. 
Same nature of action and proceedings as in above case. Closed. 

N. W. Halsey et al. vs. James N. QUlett, Governor, etc. Mandate 
to compel defendants to execute seawall bonds. Petition denied. 
Closed. 

Graham vs. James N. Gillett, as Governor, etc. Same nature of 
action and proceedings as above. Closed. 

In the Matter of tke Estate of Henry Timken, Deceased. San Diego 
County. Appeal by County Treasurer and State Controller from order 
of Superior Court fixing inberitance tax. Order reversed. Closed. 

Merced River Electric Company vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of 
State, etc. Mandate to compel defendant to file certificate of bonded 
indebtedness. Writ ordered. Closed. 

■ Tke Company of Associated Stock Brokers vs. The Pacific States 
Life Assurance Company, a corporation, and The People of .the State 
of California. City and County of San Pranciseo. Order made by 
Superior Court directing that interest on the deposit of defendant with 
the State Treasurer be paid to plaintiff in partial satisfaction of a 
judgment against defendant. The people appeal. Pending. 

H. K. Mulford Company vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State, etc. 
Mandate to compel filing of designation of agent by foreign corpora- 
tion. Submitted on briefs. 



CIVIL CASES IH THE WSTOCT COURTS OF APPEAL OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORBIA. 

County of Mono vs.- James L. Depauli et al. Mono County. To 
recover $550, sheep license, damages and costs. Judgment for defend- 
ants and plaintiff appealed to Third Appellate District Court. Re- 
versed and judgment ordered for plaintiff. Closed. 

Sylvester Marron vs. County of San Diego. San Diego County. To 
recover $306.05, constable fees. Judgment for defendant and plaintiff 
appealed to Second Appellate District Court. Judgment afBrmed. 
Closed. 

Tke People, etc., by C. S. Garoutte et lA., Bank Commissioners vs. 
Market Street Bank. City and County of San Francisco. To declare 
defendant corporation insolvent, restrain from further business and 
appoint a receiver. Judgment for plaintiff. Defendants appealed to 
First Appellate District Court. Appeal dismissed. Closed. 

The People vs. R. E. Nickel et al.. Port Wardens. Alameda County. 
Quo warranto to oust from oflice and recover fine. Judgment for 
defendants. Plaintiffs appealed to First Appellate District Court. 
Judgment affirmed. Closed. 
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Frank B. Coffin vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel defendant to accept appli- 
cation to purchase state land. Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff 
fippealed to Third Appellate District Court. Judgment affirmed. 
Rehearing by Supreme Court denied. Closed. 

TT. R. Bariee et al. vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Sacrameuto County. Mandate to compel issuance of patent to plaintiff. 
Judgment for defendant. Plaintiff appealed to Third Appellate Dis- ■ 
trict Court. 

Standard Investment Co. vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Suveyor General, 
etc. Sacramento County, Mandate to compel issuance of patent to 
state land. Judgment for defendant and plaintiff appealed to Third 
Appellate District Court. 



avn. asES m the superior courts of the state of 

CiOIFORRlA. 

Charles L. Hovey vs. M. J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County, by 
petition for writ of mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's 
application to purchase state lands. Demurrer of defendant off cal- 
endar, to be reset on motion. 

Peter D. Bemhard vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. {Same court and 
nature as last case.) Judgment for plaintiff. Closed, 

Edna M. Bolton vs. Victor S. Woods, etc. (Same court and nature 
as last ease.) On June 11, 1903, demurrrer to complaint continued, to 
be reset on motion after final decision in similar ease. 

WilUam, R. Driesbach vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. {Same court and 
cause as last case.) Demurrer filed. 

Philip G. Galpin vs. Victor S. Woods, etc. {Same court and cause as 
last case.) Demurrer filed. 

Helen M. De Lanza vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and 
cause as last case.) Demurrer filed.' 

J. S. Whitham vs. Victor B. Woods, etc., M. Brandenstein, intervenor. 
Alameda County, for mandate to compel issuance to petitioner of 
patent to state school lands. May 9, 1905, answer of defendant served. 

The People of the State of California vs. California Powder Works, 
a corporation. City and County of San Francisco, to recover $10,936.09, 
delinquent taxes 1900-01, with interest and costs. Tried and submitted 
for decision March 1, 1906. 

In the Matter of the Estate of John Holland, Deceased. City and 
County of San Francisco, by petition of the State of California, to 
have covered into the state treasury, as an escheat $871.93, the residue 
of said estate. On April 25, 1904, matter argued and submitted. 

2— AG 
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People, etc., vs. Wells, Fargo <fe Co., a corporation. City and County 
of San Francisco, to recover $30,600,53, delinquent taxes for 1903, and 
for interest, costs, etc. September 5, 1905, answer filed. Continued 
for decision in People, etc., vs. Calif ornia Powder Works. 

United SaUroads of San Francisco, a corporation, vs. Truman 
Beeves, as State Treasurer, etc. City and Comity of San Francisco, to 
recover $11,276.34, taxes alleged to have been illegally collected. 
Demurrer served July 10, 1905, and on August 25, 1905, demand for 
change of venue to Sacramento County granted. 

The Union Trust Company of San Francisco vs. The State, etc. 
Sacramento County, to recover $305,000 principal and $443,310 inter- 
est, on BO-called Montgomery-avenue bonds. July 18, 1905, demurrer 
served. Disposed of by decision in similar case. Closed. 

John P. RusseU et al. vs. State. City and County of San Francisco, 
to recover $13,000 principal and $17,550 interest, account of Mont- 
gomery-avenue bonds, September 21, 1904, demurrer served and cause 
transferred to Sacramento County. Disposed of by similar case in 
Union Trust Co. vs. The State. Closed.' 

Charles Josselyn vs. State. Same as above case, but for $10,000 
principal and $13,500 interest. Closed. 

George Whittell vs. State. Same ease as above, but for $52,000 prin- 
cipal and $71,760 interest. Closed. 

J. A. Folger vs. State. Same as above case, but for $18,000 principal 
and $24,840 interest. Closed. 

People, etc., vs. The Pioneer Realty Company. City and County of 
San Francisco, to enjoin defendant from further transaction of busi- 
ness and to dissolve corporation. Defendant discontinued business. 
Closed. 

People, etc., vs. The California Bond Corporation, etc., a corporation. 
City and County of San Francisco, to dissolve corporation for failii^ 
to comply with the law relative to investment companies. Defendant 
discontinued business. Closed, 

State, etc., vs. Central Trust Conipany, etc., a corporation. City and 
County of San Francisco, to prohibit defendant from exercising powers 
stated in its articles of incorporation, March 30, 1906, demurrer argued 
and submitted. 

T. y. Maxwdl et al. vs. Pardee et al. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco, for mandate to compel defendants to issue patent to plaintiffs b) 
certain state lands. Demurrer to petition filed. 

People, etc., vs. Fred Woodworth et al. Sacramento County, to can- 
cel affidavit of defendant Woodworth for purchase of certain tide lands 
and aU records of purchase in office of Surveyor General. March 24, 
1908, judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Closed, 
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People, etc., vs. Fred Woodwortk et al. Marin County, to cancel affi- 
davits and filings of applications for state tide lands. Dismissed. 
Closed. 

Pacific Syndicate Company vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State, 
etc., et al. City and Comity of San Francisco, to restrain defendant 
Curry from filing copy of articles of incorporation of other defendants. 
November 16, 1906, demurrer of defendant Curry filed. 

Herman Silver et al. as Bank Commissioners vs. James L. Crittenden 
et al. San Luis Obispo County, to recover $30,800 and interest on a 
promissory note. May 28, 1907, demurrer to amended complaint filed. 

Arthur Martin vs. The State. City and County of San Francisco, 
demurrer served and ordered transferred to Sacramento County. 

. People of the State of California, upon the complaint of J. P. Transue 
et al.. Building and Loan Commissioners, vs. State of California Mutual 
Building and Loan Association et al. San Diego County, to enjoin 
defendant from transacting further business, appointment of a receiver, 
etc. Judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Closed. 

Fred Raabe vs. A. B. Nye, etc. Sacramento County, to enjoin defend- 
ant from delivering warrant on transcript of judgment filed. April 9, 
1907, demurrer served and filed. 

Louis Pfeiffer vs. Wl 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Oeneral. Sacra- 
mento County, mandate to compel defendant to refer land contest. 
January 31, 1908, demurrer overruled and stipulation made for answer 
to be served on notice. 

John F. Dickson vs. W. 3. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Oenerid, etc. 
Sacramento County, mandate to compel reference of land contest. 
March 12, 1907, demurrer filed. 

The People, by N. Blackstock et al., Bank Commissioners, vs. North 
American Trust Company of Los Angeles. Los Angeles County, to 
recover penalty of $17,400 for illegally transacting business and using 
the name "bank." July 27, 1907, answer served. 

William S. Dunahoo vs. Robert T. Devlin et al.. Prison Directors. 
Butte County, to cancel sale of jute bags by prison directors. June 
i, 1908, judgment for plaintiff for costs. Closed. 

Herman Silver et al., as Bank Commissioners, vs. T. T. Crittenden. 
San Luis Obispo County, to recover $275 on a promissory note. Angust 
29, 1907, complaint filed. 

Henry J. Stauffacker vs. The State. Sacramento Comity, to cancel 
patent to state lands and restore title to State. September 17, 1907, 
demurrer filed 

Edward D. Lake vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Monterey County, mandamus to compel defendant to select and locate 
certain lauds and file plaintiff's application to purchase same. Septem- 
ber 7, 1910, dismissed. Closed. 
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Nellie L. Webb vs. Victor E. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
-Same county, nature- of action and proceedings as in above case. 
Closed. 

Louis L. Stackpole vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor Oenertd, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Closed. 

Winnie G. Tripp vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as in Lake vs. Woods. 
Closed. 

R. E. Hemdon vs. Victor E. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as in Lake vs. Woods. Closed. 

Victor E. Shaw vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Alameda County, same nature of action as in Lake vs. Woods. Demur- 
rer filed. 

J. E, Lonergan vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, 
Same county and nature of action as above. July 13, 1907, demurrer 
filed. 

Mame McMorry vs. Victor E. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. September 7, 1910, dis- 
missed. Closed. 

E. Nelson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Si 
county and nature of action as above case. Demurrer served and filed. 

William C. Ramm vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. April 11, 1907, answer 
served and filed. 

F. T. Pladwell vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Gener(U, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above case. July 13, 1907, demurrra 
served and filed. 

Juanita Bumel vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. S( 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above ease. 

F. W. Strehl vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco, same nature as last case. Answer filed. 

Jennie T. Lobb vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above case. 

C. R. Alberger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

John A. Eenshall vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. July 26, 1907, demurrer 
filed. 

S. Goodenougk vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. 

Joe Gordon vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

Eenry M. McGUl vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 
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O. A. Lane vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

Margaret McMorry vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Same nature of action as above. Dismissed. 
Caosed. 

Louis E. Faulkner vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. January 19, 1907, demur- 
rer filed. 

Victor E. Shaw vs. Victor H. Woods, as -Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

H. P. Gwin vs. Victor S. Woods, as Surveyor G&neral, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

C H. S. BidweU vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

E. L. Eavey vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor Genertd, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

Louise E. Smith vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
coujity, nature of action and proceedings as above. Dismissed. Closed. 

R. Albertson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. May 20, 1907, demurrer served 
and filed. 

LattUa B. Fillmore vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as' Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. June 13, 1907, demurrer filed. 
Dismissed. Closed. 

Frederick Head vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

JuUa E. Green vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

C. W. Basaett vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

Bee Gordon vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceeding. Dismissed. Closed. 

Bessie Grossman vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

Albert 0. Stein vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. June 18, 1907, demurrer filed. Dismissed. 
Closed. 

S. C. Amest vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

N. W. Sarbine vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

A. A. Baroteau vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 
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Martha Oilman vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Saioe 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Caroline Enapp vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Norman M. Greene vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. Diamiased. Closed. 

M. R, Euhn vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

E. B. Eessler vs. W. S. EiUgsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action, July 8, 1907, demurrer filed. Dismissed. 
Closed. 

Bessie G. Falvey vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

Edward D. Lake vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed, 

John E. Dorry vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. July 8, 1907, demurrer filed Dismissed. 
Closed. 

Maud T. A. Dorry vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

Peter B. Kyne vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Dismissed. Closed. 

Lauritzen & Compatvy of San Francisco vs. The State. Sacramento 
County, to recover $28,828 for diverting the waters of the Sacramento 
River. Judgment for defendant. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Consolidated Bank of Los Angeles. Loe 
Angeles County, to declare defendant corporation insolvent and appoint 
a receiver. Judgment as prayed, fieceiver appointed. Closed. 

Clara Bea Sanna et al. vs. The State of California. Santa Clara 
County, to quiet title to certain property clouded by collateral inherit- 
ance tax. Dismissed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. South Coast Land Companiy. 
San Diego County, to quiet title to certain parts in Del Mar. February 
10, 1908, answer filed. Judgment for defendant. Closed. 

Napa Leather Com-pany et cU. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of 
State. Sacramento County, mandate to compel defendant to file articles 
of incorporation. Judgment for defendant. Closed. 

County of Alameda vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Alameda 
County, mandate to compel respondent to allow petitioner to retain 
$62,235 proportionate State charge for collecting taxes for fifty-sixth, 
fifty-seventh, and fifty-eighth fiscal years. Submitted. 

D. A. Bender vs. W. 8. Eingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Sac- 
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ramento County, mandate to compel defendant to refer certain land 
contests for trial in Superior Court. July 16, 1908, demurrer filed. 

The People of the State of California vs. The FvXlman Company. 
City and Coimty of San Francisco, to recover $36,519.33 delinquent 
taxes for 1907-08, attorneys' fees, and coats. Beady for trial. 

The People of the State of California vs. The Pullman Company. 
City and County of San Francisco, to recover $35,115 delinquent taxes 
1908-09, attorneys' fees, and costs. Ready for trial. 

The People of the State of California vs. The Pullman Company. 
City and County of San Francisco, to recover $28,126,24 delinquent 
taxes 1909-10, attorneys' fees, and costs. Ready for trial. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Mary E. Collier, Deceased. Sacra- 
mento County. To set aside escheat of $639.03 now in State Treasury. 
Case dismissed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, by U. 3. Weih, Attorney Gen- 
eral, vs. Southern Pacific Railway Company et al. Los Angeles Coimty. 
To quiet title to certain tide lands on San Pedro Harbor, Case tried 
and submitted for decision. 

The People of the State of California, by U. 8. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific Company et al. Same county, nature of 
action and proceedings as above case. 

The People of the State of California, by TJ. 8. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacifi.c Railroad Company et al. Same county, 
nature of action and proceedings as above ease. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company et al. Same county, nature of action 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by TJ. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company et al. Same county, nature of action 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. California Fish Company et al. Same connty, nature of 
action and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by TJ. 8. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company et al. Same county, nature of action 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by XJ. 8. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company et al. Same county, nature of action 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by TJ. 8. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company et al. Same county, nature of action 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by TJ. 8. Webb, Attorney 
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General, vs. Banning Company et al. Same county, nature of action 
and proceedings aa above. 

The People of the State of Ctdiforma, by TJ. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific BaUroad Company et ol. Same county, 
nature of action and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California vs. Walter N. Kelly. City and 
County of San Francisco. Replevin of two stands of silk flags, prop- 
erty of the National Guard of California, of the value of $1,000. Sub- 
mitted. 

The People of the State of California vs. WilUam E. Wehser et al. 
City and County of San Praneiaco. To recover $317.35 cash, and 
$262.31 value of state property in defendant's hands as Captain in the 
National Guard of California, and unaccounted for by him. Judgment 
for defendant. Closed. 

Griffith J. Kinsey vs. All Persons and the State of California. City 
and County of San Francisco. To restore title to certain lands and 
quiet title as to claims of the State. Dismissed aa to State. Closed. 

The State of California, by A. B. Nye, Controller, vs. Charles Bantel 
et al. City and County of San Francisco. Action to reeover 
$14,162.96, deposited with the defendant as County Treasurer and not 
paid to the State. Tried and submitted. 

Oakland Dock cfe Warehouse 'Company vs. Curry. Sacramento 
County. Mandate to compel filing articles of incorporation. Dismissed. 
Closed. 

H. A. McClelland vs. White and State. Sacramento County. Action 
to quiet title. Disclaimer of State filed. Closed. 

Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Company vs. M. Fitzgerald 
et al., as State Prison Directors. Sacramento County. Injunction to 
restrain defendants from interfering with use of canal of plaintiff at 
Folsom. Judgment for defendants. Closed. 

State of CaUfornia vs. Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Com- 
pany. Sacramento County. To quiet title to dam and canal at Folsom. 
Judgment for plaintiff. Closed. 

People of the State of California and E. Myron Wolf, Insurance Com- 
missioner, vs. J. W. Van Bergen and M. F. O'Brien, Executors of the 
Will of Edward B. Holden, Deceased. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To recover $2,053.82 and interest, tax on insurance premiums. 
Judgment for plaintiffs as prayed. Closed. 

Kate D. Field vs. The State of CaUfornia. Alameda County. To 
quiet title to certain lands described in complaint. Demurrer served 
and filed. 

George Engwicht vs. W. B. Williams, State Treasurer et al. City 
and County of San Francisco, Creditors' suit to administer $5,000 
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deposited with State Treasurer by Pacific Stafea Life Assurance Com- 
pany. Judgment for plaintiff and receiver appointed. 

The People of the State of California, by Lile T. Jacks, vs. V. S. 
Webb, as Attorney General, etc. Mandate to compel defendant to bring 
suit against Kimmon Qinko to declare insolvent. Case tried and dis- 
missed. Closed. 

LUe T. Jacks vs. U. S. Webb, as Attorney General, etc. Same 
county, nature of case and proceedings as above. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webh, Attorney Gen- 
eral, vs. Kimmon Qinko et al. To declare banking corporation insol- 
vent and appoint receiver therefor. Disposed of by repeal of hanking 
law. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, by A. C. Irwin et al., Bail- 
road Commissioners, vs. The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad 
Co. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $5,000 under sec- 
tion 22, article 12 of the Constitution of the State. Answer filed. 

Die Olson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacramento 
County. Mandate to compel defendant to prove application for pur- 
chase of state lands. Demurrer filed. 

Herman C. Pfister vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

George B. McCord vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same eonnty, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

James A. Slone vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

E. O. McGrath vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

Lena Shepard vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

W. S. Studley vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

Edgar Bonnemort vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

D. J. Gieger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

Freeman M. Stone vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

Wm. M. Connaughty vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as ^Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

Bert Dace vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. . 

Harry Westcott vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 
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Prank Litfle vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Qenertd, etc. Same 
«ounty, nature ol action and proceedings as above. i 

L. J. Abrams vs. W. 8. Kingshury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same , 
<3onnty, nature of action and proceedings as above. I 

The People of the State of California, by U. 8. Webb, Attorney Gen- \ 
erai, vs. Southern Pacific Company et al. Los Angeles County. To , 
forfeit that certain right of way for non-iiser described in the com- 
plaint. Tried and submitted. 

Sarah L. Coffin vs. The State of Calif omia. County of Marin. To 
declare property described in complaint not subject to inheritance tax. 
Tax paid and case dismissed. 

Consolidated Mortgage and Securities Co. vs. W. B. Williams, State 
Treasurer. To determine that plaintiflE has not engaged in the business 
described in section 6356 of the Political Code and to recover the note 
and deed of trust put up as security thereunder. Judgment for plain- 
tiff. Closed. 

Alva Udell vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel order of reference in land contest. 
Demurrer filed. 

Mary E. Pitcher et al. vs. The State of Califorma. City and County 
of San Francisco. To quiet title to land described in the complaint. 
Disclaimer of State served and filed. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Andy Oirault, Deceased. Eem 
County. To set aside decree of distribution setting over estate to the 
State as escheated property. Petition dismissed. Closed. 

Agnes T. McOUlan vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Gener(U, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel reference of land contest. 
Case dismissed. Closed. 

National Casu<dty Company vs. W. E. Williams, State Treasurer, 
and E. Myron Wolf, Insurance Commissioner, et al. City and County 
of San Francisco. To recover of State Treasurer certificate of deposit 
of $5,000 of the Fidelity Mutual Aid Association. Demurrer served 
and filed. 

In the Matter of the Application of Preferred Mutual Life of Cali- 
fornia for Dissolution. County of Alameda. For dissolution of cor- : 
poration. Answer filed. I 

F. H. HUliker vs. California Mutual Live Stock Insurance Associa- , 
tion, and E. Myron Wolf, intervener. Alameda County. To declare : 
defendant insolvent, stop its doing business and appoint a receiver, j 
Judgment for intervener as prayed and receiver appointed. Closed. 

Alva JldeU vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Sacra- ' 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to file petition to pur- 
chase state land. Demurrer filed. 
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S. &. Bedford et dl. vs. The State of Catifomia and the Fish and 
Game Commissioners et al. Alameda County. Restitution ol leased 
premises and $2,000 damages. Demurrer submitted. 

S. B. Spaulding vs. The State of CaUfomia. City and County of 
San Francisco. To quiet title to property. Disclaimer of State filed. 
Closed. 

JoAn T. Struven vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel defendant to file petition to 
putobase state land. Demurrer filed, 

Frances A. Alberger vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Genertd, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

J. A. Feeney vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

W. J. Anderson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Clinton C. Tripp vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

C C. Brookings vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, os Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Albert C. Lauritzen vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

John E. Hansen vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. \ 

MUler & Lux, incorporated, vs. Charles Keane et oi. Fresno County. 
To restrain defendant, as State Veterinarian, from destroying plain- 
tiff's live stock. Submitted, 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edward White, Deceased. San 
Joaquin County. Petition of certain alleged heirs for distribution. 
Demurrer of State sustained. Distribution denied. 

J. Maxwell Taft et al. vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to allow plaintiff use of 
corporate name. Dismissed. Closed. 

0. W. Ellery et al. vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Sacra- 
ramento County. Mandate to compel defendant to allow plaintiff use 
of corporate name. Dismissed. Closed. 

Merced River Electric Company vs. State of Caiifomia, Mariposa 
County. Action to condemn lands for use of an aqueduct. Condem- 
nation allowed. Damages $200 paid and covered into the state treasury. 
Closed. 

Thomas F. Chatfield vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel defendant to file application 
to purchase land within line of Clear Lake. Answer served and filed. 

D. C. Moore vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Saera- 
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meDto County. Mandate to compel defendant to allow application to 
purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

Benjamin Eosenbexg vs. Charles Keane, State Veterinaria-n, City 
and County of San Francisco. To restrain defendant from killing 
plaintiff's stock. Demurrer submitted. 

Julia H. Sagar, Executrix, etc., vs. James N. Gillett, Governor, etc., 
et al. Orange County. Mandate to correct affidavit and patent to 
state land. Dismissed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webi, Attorney Gen- 
eral, vs. The Metropolitan Athletic Club et al. Injunction to prevent 
holding of a prize fight on the ground that it is a public nuisance. Case 
dismissed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. F. S. Strafton, Receiver 
of the Ocean Shore Railway Company. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To recover $2,204.96 taxes. 

The People, of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Building and Loan Commissioners, vs. Los Angeles Savings, Mortgage 
& Trust Company et at. Los Angeles County. To declare the defend- 
ant corporation unsafe, restrain it from doing business and appoint 
receiver. Restraining order made. 

James P. Langhorne, Trustee, vs. The State of California. Alameda 
County. To quiet title to lands described. Demurrer filed. 

CASES WHEREIN LEAVE HAS BEEN GRANTED TO SUE m THE 
NAME OF THE PEOPLE. 

People etc rel. William Spiers vs. Charles A. Lawley et al. Lake 
County. To forfeit franchise of toll road. 

People ex rel. H. D. Mclntyre vs. Town of Fowler et al. County of 
Fresno. Usurpation of franchise of municipal corporation. 

People ex rel. J. Escalle vs. Town of Larkspur. County of Marin. 
Usurpation of franchise of municipal corporation. Judgment for 
defendant, plaintiff appeals. 

People ex rel. W. S. Williams vs. Central Irrigation District et al. 
County of Colusa. Forfeiture of franchise of irrigation district. 

People ex rel. Valentine Eauser vs. Reclamation District. Yolo 
County. To forfeit franchise of reclamation district. 

People ex rel. J. S. Appleton vs. Moorpark TJnion High School Dis- 
trict. County of Ventura. To forfeit franchise of Union High School 
district. 

People ex rel. J. M. Pitman vs. L. E. Hanchett. County of Santa 
Clara. Usurpation of franchise. 

People ex rel. Andrew Portman vs. Reclamation District. Contra 
Costa County. Usurpation of corporate franchise. 
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People ex rel. Francis Sarrington vs. Richmond Plant, County of 
Lios Angeles. Remand from office member of city council. 

People ex rel. W. H. Moise et al. vs. F. Butterfield et al. City and 
County of San Francisco. To oust from office trustees of a corporation. 

People ex rel. Oeorge B. Lcavitt vs. S. S. Bass. County of Lasacn. 
To oust from office of Supervisor. 

People ex rel, Arthur R. Barendt vs. Arthur M. Sharp. City and 
County of San Francisco. To oust from office of member of Board of 
Health. 

People ex rel. Joseph Cutten vs. Gennain Pouchan. Same county 
and nature of action as above. 

People ex rel. George B. Somers vs. George L. Eaton. Same coimty 
and nature of action as above. 

People ex rel. Thomas W. Huntington vs. Thomas B. Boehe. Same 
county and nature of action as above. 

People ex rel. Daniel S. O'Brien vs. Sutter Street Railway Company 
et al. City and County of San Francisco. To forfeit street railroad 
franchise. 

People ex rel. J. W. AsMey vs. Yuba City Water Company. County 
of Sutter. To forfeit franchise of corporation. 

People ex rel. Daniel S. O'Brien vs. Sutter Street Railway Company 
et al. City and County of San Francisco. To forfeit street railway 
franchise. 

People ex rel. Daniel 8. O'Brien vs. United Railroads of San Fran- 
cisco. City and County of San Francisco. To forfeit street railway 
franchise. 

People ex rel. Daniel S. O'Brien vs. United Railroads of San Fran- 
cisco. City and county of San Francisco. To forfeit street railway 
fianchise. 

People ex rel. Andre Vieux vs. The Town of Delano. County of 
Kern. Usurpation of municipal franchise. 

People ex rel. W. N. BUlings vs. Deer Creek Storm Water District et 
al. County of Tulare. To forfeit irrigation district franchise. 

B. Davidow et al. vs. Anna Griswold et al. People ex rel. F. R. 
Wilson, intervenors. County of Sonoma. Action to quiet title to cer- 
tain lands. 



iDi. Google 



30 


BEPOKT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

CBIHINAL CASES IN THE SUPREME 


No, 


Detend«nl. 


County. 


Charge. 


Judgmenl 


D»te. 






San Joaquin 

Los AngeleB _ 

Sacramento 

San Bernardino,, 

San Joaquin 

Contra Cost* 

Lob Angelas 


















Assault with deadly 

weapon by prisoner 

Obtaining money by 


Feb. 10, '06. 

Not. 13, '06. 
Dec. 7. '07- 
Dec. 23, '07- 
Aug. 13, *06. 
Jan. 11, '08. 






































Sacramento 




Apr. 18, '08- 




Wm. B. Bradbury _.. 


Assault with deadly 
weapon by prisoner 


Hflfl 


Marin 


Oct. 21, '07- 














San Francisco -— 

SanPranciaco 

Alameda _ — 

San Francisco — 




























Sept. 4, '«7. 




Wong Lung 








&e7 "1 


Apr. 2, '06- 
Apr. 17, '09. 










Fabronio Machuca 

W. F. Cord 


Los Angeles 








July 8, '08- 








Fraudulent claim 

Assault to murder . .. 








TuSf^mne":::::: 














San Luis Obispo _. 
Yolo .- 

San Francisco ... 

Sen Francisco 

SanPrancisco... 






Demetry Tresclienko 










8ept.25,'09. 
July 25; '08- 


















May 7, '08. 































Note. — Cases in which the penalty is " Death " are original appeals to the Supreme 
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BEPOBT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 



ol trial coutt. 


Tranicrlpt 






Penalty. 


Date. 


DedJion. 






Apr. 22, '07 
Sept 11, '07 

Not. 23, '07 

Apr. 17, '07 
Mar. 24, '08 
Jan. 25, '08 
Jan. 30, '08 
July 17, '08 
Ma?. 25; 'OS 
Sept. 9, '08 

Oct. 10, '08 
Feb. 12, '07 
Not. -, '08 
Dec. 2, '08 
Dec. 2, '08 
Mar. 26, '09 
Mar. 26, '08 
June 2, '09 
May 28, 'OB 
Jan. 16, '09 
Ang. 13, '09 
De^ 14, 'OS 
May 6, '06 
Jan. 16: '09 
May 19, '09 


May 19, '00 
Oct; 8, '08 

Jan. 29, '09 

Not. 4, '08 
Nov. 23, '08 
June 4, '09 
May 27, '09 
Dec. 8, '08 
Feb. 23, '09 
Feb. 18, '09 

Dec. 13, '09 
Jane 30, '09 
Dec. IS, '09 

DM.""2f,"08 


ReTersed 




Life, San Qnentin 




Afflrmed 

Affirmed 




10 years, San Qnentin.- 


Cosed. 


S years, San Qnentin — 
2fi years, San Qnentin > 


Reversed 

ReTersed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed- 

Affirmed 

Afflrmed 

Afflrmed 

AiBrmed 

Afflrmed 

Afflrmed 


C osed. 
C OBed. 


10 y^s, San Qnentin _ 


Closed. 




See U. 8. Sup. Ct. 


1 year. San Qnentin-.- 
Lite, San Qnentin 










6 years, San Quentin .. 














6 years, 8an Qnentin .. 


Not. 8, '09 


Afflrmed 


Closed. 




Jan. 21, '10 
Apr. 6, '10 

May 27, '10 
May 8, '10 


Affirmed- 

Afflrmed 

Reversed 

Affirmed 




10 years, San Qnentin . 
2yearB, San Qnentin -- 
Information set aside - 


ciSSId: 

Closed. 
Ciosed. 


Aug. U, '10 
Jnly 20, '10 
May 22. '10 


Affirmed 

Affirmed 






Jan. 28, '10 
Mar. 2, '10 














10 years, San Qnentin - 
14 years, San Qnentin . 


Sept. 30. '09 
Sept. 7, '09 
Oct. 18, 'OS 
July 38, '10 
























Ready. 









Cotirt. The other cases are rehearings from the District Oonrts of Appeal. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT CODBT 

FIRST APPELL 



I Carl Price 

Cordelia Botkin ... 

W. B. Bradbury__. 

. A. B. Garnett 

Wm. JohnaoD 

LoaU OlftBS 

; John Smith 

Job. Smith 

' O. W. Laverty 

' J.H.Russell 

. S. p. Wetzel 

Prank Sidelinger _ . 

John Hayes 

Fred Miles 

NgGeeDnck 

JuBuckNing 

Edw. Tnrpin _ 

W. J. Wler - 

Bartolo Spadoni-.- 

' A. J. Knoblock et a 

J. J. Tansy 

Theodore BiRby-.- 
JBmmett Rigging _. 

' Wm. Hoeanetal. . 

John S. Ross 

Alei. Blokes 

IsabellaMartin — - 

Daniel Jones 

John Gray 

M. B. Levena 



. Santa Glara_. 
' nPranciBco 



Assaultwith deadly weapon.! Apr. 28, 'OS- 
Murder I| Aug,22,'0l.. 

Perjury ] Apr. 5, '06-. 



_ San Francisco, Marder fOct. 18,'0I.- 

. San Francisco- Assault to rourder I Feb. 25.'07__ 

- San Francisco. Bribery Sept. ■ 

- SanFrancisco.' Robbery _ '' JuDe26, '06.. 

. SanFrancisco- Murder -- - -lOct. 24, '05.. 

- Santa Clara.-- Arson Feb. 14, '06.. 

meda Foi^ry.. 

- San Fran Cisco- 
___mboldt--_. 

. Humboldt—. 

Alameda 

ta Clara... 
itra Costi.. 

- San Benito — . 
. SanFrancisco. 

. SanFrancisco. 

- Alameda 

. San Fran cisco- 
nI>anciBco. 

- Monterey 

Alameda 

- Alameda 



Murder July 1^. - 

Marder - 1 July 18, '( 

Rape.- ! Mar.lO, 'oe.. 

Rape- - I Feb- 12, '06.. 

Perjury ; Aug. 19, '0" 

Murder Oct.' 26, '0 

Aasaultwithdaadly weapon. Dec. 28, 't,- 

Grand larceny 8ept,24,'08.. 

Obtaining money by false 

pretenses 

Murder 

Assault to matter. - 



Robbery 

Murder ... 

Manslaughter 

Eiplodingdynamite--- 
Forgery 

Assault to murdet 

Obtaining money by false 

Francisco.' Embezzlement 

meda ' Abduction 



- 1 Mar. 22, 'OB.. 
Dec. 5, '07.. 



May 6, 'I 
July \,'\ 

Aug. 26, 'I 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY GENERAL, 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFOBHIA. 

ATE DISTRICT. . 



Mar.24,'06 'Oct. 20, '08 AfTiriiietl. 
Feb. 2B,'0ti Oct. 29,'08 Allirnied- 
Feb. i2,'07 Sept,24,'08 Rtreraed 

Oct. 17,'0 
Oct. 27,'0 
Apr. U.'ff. 



Apr. 21/08 
May 13,'08 
May 27, '08 
May 28, '08 

May 1,'08 
Junel5,'08 
May 26, '08 
July 14,'08 
Oct. 1H,'08 



July 3,'0 
July 15, '0 
Julyl9.'0 
Jnly 26,'0 

Aug. 31, '0 
Aus.31,'0 
Sept. 14, 'C 



May 6, 'OH 
Apr. 28, '09 
Aug.2«,'09 

Sept.l7,'09 
Aug.27,'0il 
Sept. S.'09 



Mar. aO,'10 
Dec. 7. -OH 
Nov. 3, '09 



Reversed 
Affirmed . 
Disagreed 

Affirmed - 
Reversed 
Reversed 
Reversed 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed- 



Affirnied-. 
Affirmed-. 
Affirmed.. 
Disagreed. 

Affirmed-. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed-. 
Reversed . 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed-. 

Affirmed.. 



Denied. - 
l>emed- 
Qranted- 



Closed. 

See Supreme 

Closed.' 
Closed. 
See Supreme 

Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
See Supreme 

Closed. ' 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 

Closed. 
Closed. 

See Supreme 

Closed. 
Closed, 
Closed. 

81osed. 
losed. 
Closed. 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COUHT 

FIRST APPEL 



203 J. C. Lewis 

205 B. B. Lee- 

207 M. W. CoKey 

208 Chas. Mack 

209 John York 

2U H. S, Walter 

215 Geo. Webster 

216 G. Fredoni 

217 Jackson Hatch ... 

220 Seth A. Scott 

221 IChaa. H. Hoops - 
225 I J. 8. DaLancy. ... 
22fi , E. M, Piercy 



Alameda. 

San F 

San FraneiaeO- 

Alameda. 

Alameda. 

Alameda - 

Fresno... 

Fre 



228 jJ. C.Tomalty 

231 : Henry Bossert 

234 W. B. Nash 

235 C. A. Seifert 

236 Gustav A. Johnson — 

237 I Victor Heck 

239 .1 J. R.Rollins 

241 I Alphonae Bordet 

242 I Louis Schullz 

243 I Patrick McGee 



244 I W. F.Gordon ... 

245 i Frank Ballard--- 

246 I Frank Gorman .. 

247 F. D. Wollrom--- 

248 j Chas. Swartz 

24B ; DongYee 

260 ■ Win. Johansen _. 
251 .J. J. Arberry _... 



252 BrnHHt Boero -.- 

254 ,C. C. Pia 

255 Peter Palaaaou-- 
258 ' A.J. Fortch 



Santa Clara- 
San Francisco. 
San Franclsoo- 

Alameda 

Santa Clara... 



San Francisco. 
Santa Cruz ... 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

Alameda 

Alameda 

Alameda 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San F: 



..i Alameda 

J Marin 

.1 San Francisco. 
. SanF: 



Assault to murder .. 

Murder 

Bribery 

Grand larceny 

Burglary 

Grand larceny 

Murder 

Robbery 

Embezzlement 



. Sept. 10, '( 
. Dec. 18, '( 
. Mar. 2, ■( 

. Sept. 2, '■ 
-Sept. 7, ' 
. Ang-ig, •( 
.Oct. 9, '( 
-.Oct. 18, •( 
. Jan. 22, '( 
- June22, '( 



259 T. E. Saunders 

260 Wm. Herges 

261 I J. W, Wilson 

262 Gee Gong 

263 Geo, Clark 

284 I E. Disperati 

265 Dunoan McDonald - 

266 ;OnQit 

267 H. P. Schlott , 

268 M. J. Conboy 

271 Tony Flores 

272 Oscar Daly... 

273 MockYlckGar 



San F. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

Fresno 

Fresno 

Freano 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

Alameda 

Alameda 

San F 



Embezzlement 

Aaaault with deadly weapon 

by prisoner 

Grand larceny 

Obtaining money by false 

Sec. 114, PeniCode'-.lI!!^- 

Sec. fiSBrPenaV Code' -------- 

Sec. 4760, Penal Code 

Grand larceny 

Grand larceny 

Grand larceny 

Sec. 286(1, Penal Code 

Robbery 

Assault with deadly weapon 

by prisoner 

Forgery 

RobDery 

Robbery 

Sec. 538, Penal Code 

See. 337o, Penal Code 

Burglary 

Murder 

Obtaining money by false 

pretenses 

Manslaughter 

Practicing dentistry with- 
out a license 

Arson 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Assault to rob 

Grand larceny 

Check, no funds 

Grand larceny 

Failure to provide for child. 

Murder - 

Abduction 

Placing wife in house of | 

prostitution | 

Murder ' 



Oct.' 6, 
Feb, 5, 

July 14, 
Feb. 16, ' 
Feb. 17, ' 
Feb. 18. ' 
Feb. 6, ' 
Feb. S " 



Jan. 20. ' 
Mar. ' ■ 

Apr. 3. 'I 



May li 

May 27, ■_— 
May31, '10.. 
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KEPOBT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

LATE DISTRICT. 

otlrlalconrt Judgment of appellate 



10 yrs.. San Queatin. 

6 yra., San Quentin-. 

7 yrs., San Quentin.. 
6 yrs., San Quentin.. 

4 yrs., San Quentin_. 
4yra.,SanQuentin.. 
10 yra., Folsom.. — . 
6 yrs., Folaom 

5 vra., SanQuentJn-. 
10' yra-. San Quentin_ 

6 yrs., 9an (iuentin . 



8ept.21,'0e Dec. »,'09 
Sept.24,'09 Mar. 16, '09 
aept.30,'09 ll Mar. 9, 'OB 
Oct. 5,'09.| Aug. 2,'10 
Oct. 6,'09 1: Feb. 4,'10 
Oct. 22,'09 Feb. M.'IO 
Nov.28,'09 Apr.29,'10 
Not. 28, 'oe 'I Mar. 3, '10 
Nov. S,'09;|Mar.31,'10 
Nov.1],'0BI! Apr.26,'10 

I, Noy.22,'0S 

Jan, 4.'I0 iFeb. II.'IO 



6 yrs., San i;juentin___i Jan. 19,'10 1[ May 20,'10 

6 rrs., San Quentin.. J Jan. 21, '10 ! Sept ia,'10 

7 yrs., San Quentin.-. Feb. 26, '10 Ij Aiig.I7,'lO 



ABltmed.. 

Affirmed.- 1! Denied __ 
Affirmed..'' Qranted. 

Affirmed--'! ---- 

Affirmed-. 

Affirmed . .'' 



Affirmed.. 
Reversed . 
Affirmed — 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed--! 



Closed. 

See Supreme Court 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 



Reversed . 
AfHrraed.. 
Reversed -'i Denied.. 



ndictment sustained. Mar. -, — „ 

iyra., SanQuentin... Mar. 3,'10 Aug.l7,'10 

• yrs., San Quentin — Mar. 6,'10 May 8,'10 ! Ji.mrmea-- !.. 

ft yrs., Folaom ; Mar. 9,'10| June28,'10 AfHrmed.. 

yrs., San Quentin. J Har. I3,'10 I Aug.l9,'10 Affirmed-- 1 Denied. 

vrs., FolBom I Mar. IB, '10 May 16,'10 Affirmed. .n 

yra.,Folsom.- Mar.l9,'l0 Ang.l7,'10 Affirm ed.-'i Denied - 



OS., County Jail.. 

yrs,, San Quentin.. . 

10 yrs., Folsom 

60 yra. San Quentin.. 

1 yr., San Quentin 

30 daya. County Jail.. 



2 yra., San Quentin... 
20 yrs., San Quentin.. 

Life, San Quentin i 

8 yra., San Quentin...! 



Mar. 2.'I0ii Ang.l7,'10 
Mar. 2,'10]| June27,'10 
Mar. 2,'10 ll May 30,'10 
Mar. 2,'10 ■ 



Mar.21,'10F Aug. 2,'iO 
Mar.2l,'10| Sept 12,'!0 
Mar.21,'I0l 



,'10 !. 



Life, Folsom 

14 yrs., San Quentin. 
7 yrs., San Quentin- . 

5 yrs., San Quentin.. 
4 yrs., San Quentin.. 

6 mos.. County Jail . 
6 yrs., San Quentin.. 
5 yrs., San Quentin.. 
6 yrs., San Quentin. . 

10 yra.. San Quentin. 
10 yrs., San Quentin. 
6 yrs., San Quentin.. 



Affirmed-. Denied- 

Affirmed..!, 

Affirmed..! 



Affirmed.. Denied.. 

Affirmed..' 

Affirmed.. Denied.. 
Affirmed-. I Denied.. 



. I Mar. 3 
-Mar. 2., . , 

. Mar.30,'10| 

- Apr. 15, '10 ;. Sept 12, '10 Affirmed.. 

-i Apr.l6.'10|, I 

. Apr. 18,'iO| Sept.l2,'10 Affirmed.. 

-Apr. 26, '10 II 

( Apr.26,'10;.. 

.1 May 10, '10 ,1 

June 4,'iO ' 

. June 4,'10 l' Sept.13,'10 Affirmed.. 

. June l,'lo|| 



Closed. 

closed. 

Submitted. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed! 
Submitted. 

Closed'. 
Closed. 

Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 

.'Closed. , 

Closed. 
.Submitted. 
. Submitted. 
. Submitted. 

.1 Ready.' 
.! Closed. 
. Submitted. 
. Submitted. 
Submitted. 
. Submitted, 
J Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY GENEBAL. 



CRIHIRAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT CODBT 

FIRST APPBLLATB 



No. 


Deleodant. 


County. 


Charge. 


Jodgmenl 


Date. 


276 


ChiB. A. Parey 

Abraham Ruef 

Ernest Boero 


San Francisco- 
Sen FranciBCO- 

8a n Francisco- 
Santi Clara- - 
Fresno..-.. 

Alameda _ 

Alameda 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco- 
San Francisco 
San Francisco 


Oblainlng mone; hy false 


May 20, '10-- 










Appeal Irom 
Juriela '10 












July 1, '10.. 






































July 11, '10.. 

July 20, '10- 
Julyia, '10- 




John R. Walker 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFOBHIA. 
DISTRICT-Contlnued. ' 



<,,.„.■..„. 


Judgment of appellate 
Transcript °°''"' 


H.;;„ 


statue of appeal. 


Pen»ltr. 


Dsle, 


Declalon. 


■°K,r 


5 yrs., San Quentin. __ 

14 vrs., San Quentin.. 
order corr 'ting record. 
*150.or75days._ 

15 yrs.. San Quentin.. 
9yrB.,SanQuentin__. 
.13 yrs., 8an Quentin.. 

10 yrs., San Quentin.. 
25yrs.,sanQuentin__ 
8yrs,, SanQuentin... 
l/yrs., San Quentin- 
20 yrs., San Quentin.. 


Junel6,'10 Septl2,'10 














J B.'IO 8ept.l3,'10 






















J S,'10 Sept 14/10 












Ready. 














Ready. 
Ready. 
Ready. 
Ready. 








Aug.ao.'io;..- 

Aug.24,'IO; 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY GBNEHAI.. 



CRIKIHAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

SECOND APPBL 



I David Vaaquei 

i J. H.Sheffield .„, 

I R. 8. Lanterman -. 

■ Chaa. Patino 

I H. S. Grinnell 

; Geo. W.Charles., 

p Dorothy Gorham . 

i GilbertCollins..,. 

> Wm. Sykea 

I John Laptque 

. Cha3. Olivas 

i Enby Casselmaa.. 

; W. F.Cord 

' JaliuB Wieland... 

i Harry Courtright, 

I J. D. Ward 

. Geo. McKeehan... 

; K. B. Osborn 

; R. E.Soto 

' JakeZimn 

: H. J. Mohi 

> BirtWyatt 
. A. J. MateL ... _ 

1 T.J.Garwood 

: John Cyty. 

Gertrude Driggs. 

; C. R. Swaile 

: I*e B. Warren.., 

i Ed. Harrhon.— 

I Webb Edwards .. 

' Chas. Bartley.--. 

I Hugh Ison 

I LeeFhillips 

I L. C. Whaley ,--- 

I Wro. Holmes ---- 

' C. 0. Grider 

! Fred Loomer 

1 W.F. Howland- 

1 B. F. Edwards. __ 

. James Ward . 

! Willis EruBling__ 

I E. E. Chilson .... 

i O. F. Baboock___ 

' Arthur F. Bhickl 

t W.J. Danford ... 

> Jason Woodyard. 

i J. McCarthy 

i S. H. Overacker__ 

I H. A. Freeman - 

1 R. B. Harriaon--- 

) Gertrude Drigga _ 



S.Lnis Obispo. 
Los Angeles -- 
Los Angeles .. 

Orange 

Sanffiego 

Imperial 

Los Angeles .. 
Los Angeles .. 
Los Angeles -- 
Los Angeles . . 

S. LuisObispo. 
Los Angeles -- 

Tulare. ._ 

Los Angeles ._ 
Los Angeles ._ 
Los Angeles ._ 
Imperial 

Los Angeles .. 

S.LuisObispo- 
JjOS Angeles .. 

Los Angeles .. 
Los Angeles — 
Los Angeles .. 

Inyo 

Los Angeles __ 

San Diego 

Los Angeles .. 

Tulare _.. 

Tuiare 

Santa Barbara. 
8. LuisObispo- 

Kings 

Los Angeles 

Los Angeles 

Los Angeles 
San Diego _- 
Los Angeles 

Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Riverside ..- 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 



Los A.. 

S.LuiaObisp 

Orange 

Los Angeles 
Loa Angeles 
Loa Angeles 



May 15, 'OS-. 
May 14, 'OB- 
May 3, '08.. 
Jan. 15, 'OS- 
July 31, '08.. 
June 12, 'OS- 
Jane 19, '08.. 
July 18, '08.. 



Fraudulent claim against 

counly 

Grand larceny 

Robbery 

Passing fictitious check. 
Forgery.. 

Obtaining money by false 

pretenses _.. 

Burglary 

Forgery 

Murder 

Burglary 

Robbery I 1 

Grand larceny _' : 

Assault with deadly weapon j 

Obtaining property by false | 



Check, no funds Mar. 15, 

Grand larceny 

Robbery 

Murder 

Forgery 

Explosives fired n 
Grand larceny 

Burglary 

Assault to rape. .. 

Murder 

Obtaining money by false 



. JuneM '09.. 
Aug, 19, '0B-. 
Aug. 31, '09.. 
Sept. 20, '09.. 
Sept. 28, 'OS- 
Sept. 30. '09.. 
Oct. 18, '09.. 
Nov. 16, '09- 
Nov. 8, '09.. 

_ Nov. 3, '09.. 



Murder^;^;;;^;!^^;;^^^]^ 

Obtaining money by false 



Embezzlement 

Murder 

Embezzlement 

Em bezzlement 

Sec. 474, Fenal Code 

Neglect of minor child-. 

Robbery :... 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Sec. 283, Penal Code 

Forgery 



- Mar. 31, ' 

. May 5,''l 

- Mav e, 'I 
. Apr. 23, ': 
. June25, '1 
. July )• - 
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REPOKT OF ATTORNEY OENERAI.. 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

LATE DISTRICT. 



Jadgment of appelUIi 



lyr..8anQueiiiin... 
to yrs.. San QuentiD 
1 yr., San Quentin... 
12 yrs., San Queatin. 
li yrs,, Sau Quentln 
3 yrs., San Quentin.. 
16 yrs., Folsora 

10 yrs., San Qnenlin. 
5 yrs., San Quentin_. 
7 yrs., San Quentin.. 
10 yrs.. San Quenlin. 
S yrs., Folaoni . 



$1,000 or 1 year 

5 yrs., San Quentin. 
20 yrs.. San Queniir 
5yr3., San Quentin. 

2 yra,, San Quentin. 

3 yrs., San Quentin. 
10 yrs., San Quentin 

Llie, Folfwni- 

10 yrs,, Sail Quentin. 



^^^. 



Jan Que 



July 8, 

Aug. 8, 
Aug. 17. 
Sep. 2B, 



20 yrs., SanQi 

6 yra., San Quentii 
20 yrs., Folfiom... 
20 yra., San Queni 
5yra., San Qiieniij 

5 yrs., San Quentin. 
50 yra,, San Qaenti" 

3 yra., San Quenlin. 
5 yrs., San Quentin. 
3 yrs., San Quentin.. 
20 yra., San Quentin. 
18 yrs., Sail Qaentin. 

Syrs., San Quentin.. 
3 yrs., San Quentin-. 
20 yrs,, San Quentin. 
1 yr., San Quentin... 
10 yrs., San Quentin. 

4jr8,,Folaom 

3 yra., San Quentlu-- 
30 days, County Jail. 

7 yrs., San Quentin.. 

Life, Folsom 

3yrs., San Quentin.. 
5yrs., San Quentin. . 
5 yrs., San Quentin.. 



J, Feb. 23, 

\\ April 
.:■ Apr. 27. 
J, Apr. 27, 
..May 6, 
.„ May 23, 
.,j Jun. 24, 
-tlJulylH, 
.;; Julv 18, 
. j Sept. D, 
. I Sepl.27, 
. lOct. 25, 

.|no7. ■ 

-I Nov. 



Mar.22, 

Mar, SO, 
Mar. 30, 
Mar. ", 

Apr. Ill 

Apr!"=' 
Apr.; 



'OU' May 5,'09; Affirmed.. 
■09 Oct, 2,'0'ji Affirmed.. 



2, '00 ; Reversed ,1 Denied. 



I, Oct. 28,'0« ' Reveraed .il Denied.. 
I Nov. 13, 'OB I Reversed .|, Denied.. 

,1 Nov.l4,'08 I Affirmed. J| 

iliec. 30,'08 Affirmed.. Denied.. 
;[Feb.l2,'0y Affirmed. .'I Denied,. 

■May 25, '09 Reversed.! 

I.Mar. 4,'09 I Affirmed. .iL 

'] Mar. I6,'09 ■ Affirmed..! Denied.. 
[: July 14, 'OD I Reversed .r Qranted. 

I May 5, '09. Affirmed. .!■, 

;. May 5,'OUl Affirmed..! Denied.. 



,1 



'09 I Dec. 10, '00 ; 
'08, Sept.30,'0a 
'00 Aug. 2,'09 
'09'.Sept.21,'«» 
■00 ■ Aug. B,'09 I 



09 'i Apr. 13,'10 

10 j July 1,^10 
lOr June31,^10 
lO'lMay 4,'10 



Affirmed. .|l Denied. 
Affirmed. .[, Denied. 

Atiirmed.j|. 

Disagreed. ji 

Affirmed. .!i 

Affirmed..! 

Affirmed..,! Denied. 

Reveraed .1 

Reversed . Denied. 

Afflpnied.-'|... 

AfHrmed..]; 

Reversed .,' 

Reversed .;!. 

Affirmed.. l|. 

Affirmed. 

Affirmed. 



Affirmed..]!. Olosed. 

Affirmed..!' i Closed. 

Reversed.!! Closed. 

Affirmed.. ; I Closed. 

Reveraed .|l Closed. 



Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 



Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

SeeSupremeCourt 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

SeeSuprenieCourt 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 



... Closed. 

...' Closed. 

... . . I-.,.. : Submitted. 

June 3, '10 1 Affirmed. .'i.. | Closed. 

J 1 Submitted. 

Jun. 22,^10 Affirmed..l| Closed. 

I. .; Submitted. 

! Affirme.1.. , Closed, 

Aug. 2,'10 . Affimied-.j.. ! Close<l. 

' ' -.' Submitted. 

! t ' Submitted. 

, ;. J I Submitted. 

5 1 Submitted. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

THIRD APPEL 



Mo. 


„.,...„ 


c™. 


Charge. 


JndKmeni 


Dato. 






Plumas 

Mendocino ... 

Merced 

Merced ._ 

Sonoma 

8onoma__ 

Calaveras 

Madera 


P ■ 






Americo Baldochl 














Anionio Monlano 

Charles Higgina - 




















Luther Everett 


















JnlySl, '08.. 




Thomas Argentos 






Sacramento..- 
Tnolumne„- 

Madera- 

Yuba 

Madera 

Sacramento... 

Shasta 

Amador 




Aug.lO. '08.- 


90 


























9« 


John O'Keefe et al 

Michael Carantan 

Dominico Manzo 




























Placer 

Sacramento... 

Mariposa 

Tehama _ 

Modoc"!-".:": 
Sacramento... 

Solano 

Merced 

Nevada 

Sacramento. - 

Plumaa 

Yolo 

Placer 

Tehama _ 

Siskiyotl 

Plumas ::::::: 




Apr.23. '09- 
Apr. 6. '09- 
July 13. '09- 
July 2;'09- 
Apr.26. '09.- 
Aug. 7. '08- 
Apr.22, '09.. 

July 1, '04.. 




Kwpr Singh et al 






















Agostino Borello 

Charles Romero 

Western Meat Co 

W. H, Dunning 










Conspiracy in restraint of 










8ept.27, '09-. 
Sept 27, '09- 
8ept22. '09- 




Frank Wilson etftl.._. 














118 


I, T. Davenport 


Rape-.- 

Assault 10 rob 


May 24', '09- 




Harry E.Smith 


Nov. 4. '09- 










Rafaelo Petruzo 


































Sacramento- -- 

Madera 

Tehama 

Sonoma 

Madera 

Tuolumne — 
Hum hold t... 
Humboldt-- 
Sflcramento.- 








. ose Verduzco 




























Apr, n. '10.. 
Apr. 15, '10- 
Apr.29, '10.- 
Apr.30, '10- 










plil? M.*Lnlen ::::::' 

H. T. Thocnberg 








144 


Ubiaining money by talse 
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REFM3BT OP ATTORNEY QENERAI,. 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFOBNIA. 

LATE DISTKICT. 






laformation set aside. 

Life, San Quentin j 

Liff, Folsom 

Life. Folsom 

fiyrs,, Sftn Quentin— 
20yrs.. San Quentin.. 

lyr., SanQnentio 

3yr3., San Quentin... 
ISyis., S&n Quentin.. 

Life, San Quentin 

Lite, Folsom 



S| yra., San Quentin.. 
6yra., San Qaentln... 
11 yra., San Quentin— 

Life, San Quentin 

6yrs., San Quentin.-. 
lOyrs., San Quentin.. 
eyrs., San Quentin--. 



June 19, '0 
June 19, '0 

Aug. i.-O 



Feb. 4,'09 
Feb. !,'0S 
Apr. 27, '09 
Apr. 16, '09 
July 19, '09 
Aug 24,'09 
Aug 21, '09 
,. Aug 23, '09 
Oct. 5, '09 



Affirmed- 
Affirmed- 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Reversed 
Affirmed. 
Reversed 
Reversed 
Affirmed. 
Reversed 



Indici 



iside- 



36yrs., San Quentin- 
2yrB.. San Quentin. -- 
15 and 20 yrs., Folsom 

10 yrs., FolBora 

li jr»., San Quentin.. 
17 yra., San Quentin-- 
3 jrs., San Quentin-.. 

20 yrs.. Folaom 

Syrs., Sail Quentin.— 

Life, Folsom !.. 

18 yrs., San Quentin-- 
14 yrs., San Quentin.. 
10 yrs., Folsom 

3 yrs., Folsom 

Life, Folsom 

10 yra., San Quentin.. 
Syrs., San Quentin.. 
10 yrs., San Quentin- 

4 yrs., San Quentin - 
|L,200 fine, or 300 days . 
t600tiue,or300days.- 

2yrs., San Quenlin.- 



I July 28, 
May 28, 
July 31, 
Aug. 12, 
Aug. 25, 
Sept. 7, 

July 30,'0! 

Oct. 15,'i'l 
I Oct. 18,'0! 
I Oct. 22,'0! 
j Oct. 28, '0( 



'09 iJan. 24,'10 
'09 Oct. 25,'09 
... Jan. 28, '09 
'09 Oct. 23, '09 
'09 Nov.20,'09 
'09flOct. 11, '09 
'09 ( Nov. 9, '09 
'09 F«b. 17,'10 
■"Apr. 7,'10 
June I.'IO 
Jan. 24,'10 

Aug. l,'10 
Apr. 25,'10 
JunelT.'lO 
Apr. 27, '10 
Apr. 26,'10 
■ — -11.'10 

18,'10 

Apr. 29,'10 



Dec. 27, '0! 
Dec. 38, '0! 
Jan. 31,'1( 
Feb. 16,'H 
Feb. 23,'1( 



I !Jnly30,'10 

I IJnlTl8,'10 
I iAug.l8,'10 



Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Afflrmed. 
Affirmed - 
A (firmed - 
Affirmed. 
AfBrroeil. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed - 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 

Affirmed. 
AfHrmed- 
Re versed 
Affirmed. 
Affirmeil- 
Aifirmed. 
Reversed 
Affirmed- 
Affirnied. 
Affirmed. 
Afflrmed- 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 

AffiVmed^ 
Afflrmed- 
AfllTmed. 



Qranted. 
Denied- 
Granted. 



Denied . 
Denied. 

Granted. 



. Closed. 
. Closed. 

. Closed. 
. Closed. 
. Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Supreme 

Closed. 

See Supreme 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 
Closed, 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 

- SceSupreme 

- Closed. 

. Closed. 
. Closed. 

- Closed. 
. Closed. 

- Closed. 

. See Supreme 
. Closed 
. Closed. 
. Closed. 
. Closed. 
. Closed. 

- Closed. 
. Closed. 

- Closed. 

. Submitted. 

' Closed! 
. Closed. 

. Ready. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



riNANCIAL STATEMENT. 



SIXTIETH FISCAL TEAR. 



CoDtliiBeDt Fund. 

Balance from fifty-ninth fiscal year. 

Appropriation for siilieth fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixtieih fiscal year... 

TravellDK Fund. 

Balance from fifty-ninth fiscal year 

' Appropriation for sixtieth Bscal year 

Amount expended during sixtieih fiscal year... 
Costs of Suits Fund. 

Balance from fifty-ninth fiscal year 

Appropriation for sixtieth fiscal year 

A 1( expended during sixtieth fiscal year... 

Llbrapy Fund. 



til OS , 

500 00 |. 






ii2.g62 66 I *lol_3: 



Balance from fifty.ninth fiscal year 

Appropriation for sixtieth fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixtieth fiscal year.. 



..!""""i502"io, w'ii 



Balance from fifty-ninth fiscal year . . 



Printing Fund. 

Balance from fifty-ninth fiscal year 

Appropriation for six tie th fiscal year _._ 

' It expended during sixtieth fiscal year.. 



$2,275 00 I toot 



$2,7il 25 J742 01 



SIXTY -FIRST FISCAL YEAR. 





Sl,700 00 






Amount expended during sixtieth fiscal year. __ .. 


»l,3i*3 35 


1336 65 


Traveling Fund. 


¥600 00 






Amount expended during sixtieth fiscal year 


«96 95 




Costs or Suits Fund. 


12,000 00 








11,996 00 






»500 00 




Library Fund. 






Amount expended during sixtieth fiscal y«ftr-. . 


tise 70 


*3 30 


Rent Fund. 


»2,400 00 






Amount expended curing sixtieih fiscal year 


12,400 00 


WOO 


FplntInK Fund. 


f3,000 00 








i3,000 00 
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BEPOBT OP ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



TATEMENT OF SPECIAL FUNDS, CREATED BY Aa OF THE LEGIS- 
LATURE, APPROVED JUNE 14, 1906. 






Continent Fund. 

f the legislature, entitled ". 



_ __ the office of Attorney General, 

proved June H, 1906 

L&w Book Fond. 

teated b^ an act ol the legislature, entitled "An 
act making an appropriation for the purchaBe of 
law books for the Attorney General, approved 
June 14, 1906. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY GENERAL. 
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INDEX TO CASES. 



Abrams va. Kingsbury 26 

Ah Him, People va 33 

Ah Sun, People va . 

Alameda County vb. Nye 22 

Alberger va. Kingabury 20 

Alberger vb. Kingabury 27 

Albertson va. Kingabury 21 

Anderson vb. Kingabury 27 

Arberry, People vs 34 

Argentoa, People va 30 

Argentos, People vs 40 

. 21 



., T., & S. F. a K. Co.. People 



. 25 



Babcock, People vb 38 

Baklochi, People va 40 

Ballard. People vs. 34 

Bank of San Luia Obispo. People va 15 

Banning Company. People vs 23 

Banning Company, People vs 23 

Banning Company, People vs 23 

Bannini; Company, People vs 23 

Banning Company, People vs 23 

Banning Company, People vs 23 

Bantell, State vs 24 

Barbee vs. Kingsbury 17 

Bartley, People vs 38 

Bartoett. People vs 32 

Baroteau vs. Kingsbury 21 

Bassett VB. Kingsbury 21 

Bedford vs. State 27 

Bender va. Kingsbury 22 

Benjamin. People vs. 30 

Bennemort va. Kingsbury 25 

Bennett, People vs. 30 

Bemhard va. Woods 17 

Besold. People vs 30 

Besaer. People vs 36 

Bidwell va. Woods 21 

Boca Mill Company vs. Corry ^. 15 

Boero, People vs 34 

Boero, People vs 3fi 

Bolton vs. Woods 17 

Bond, People VB 40 

Bordet, People vs 34 

Borello. People vs 30 

Borello. People vs 40 

Bossert. People vs 34 

Botkin. People vs 32 



Bradburj People \s 

Bradbury People vs 

Bright People \n 
Bright. People vs 
Brookings va Kmgsbury.. 
Brown People vs 
Bnnzel \b Kingsburv __ . 
Byrne Piopie \a 



California Fisb Co., People vs 2 

California M, I* S. I. S., Hilliker vs.- 2 
California Powder Works, People vs.- 1 

Carantan, People vs , 4 

Carson, People vs 3 

Casselman, People va 8 

Central Trust Co., State vs 1 

Charles, People vs 3 

Chatfield vs. Kingsbury 2 

Chilson. People vs. 3 

CipoUa, People vs. 3 

Clark, People vs S 

Coffey, People vs 3 

Coffey, People va 3 

Coffin vs. Kingsbury 1 

Coffin vs. State , 2 

Collier, Estate of 2 

Collins, People vs 1 

Collins, People vs. 3 

Conboy, People vs 3 

Connaughty vs. Kingsbary 2 

Cons. Bank of L. A., People vs 2 

Cons. M. & S. Co. vs. Williams 2 

Coombs. People vs 4 

Cord. People vs 3 

Cord, People vs 3 

Courtright, People vs 3 

Crittenden. Silver vs. 1 

Crittenden. Silver vs 1 

Curry, Boca Mill Co. vs 1 

Curry, Ellery vs. 2 

Curry, Kaiser L. & F. Co. vs. 1 

Curry, I>ewis vs. 1 

Curry, Merced River Electric Co. vs.- 1 

Curry, Mulford Co. vs 1 

Curry, Napa Leather Co. vs. £ 

, Curry, Oakland D. & W. Co. vb 2 



INDEX TO CASES. 



Curry, P&cific Syndicate Co. vs. l 19 

Currie, Ptyple va 40 

Curry. Taft va 27 

CuBiek, People ™ 40 

Cyty, People vb 38 

Dace rs. Kingsbury 25 

Daly, People vs 34 

Dantord, People vs. 38 

Davenport, People va 40 

Davis, People vb 40 

De Lancy, People vb 34 

Dc Lanza vs. Woods 17 

Del Cerro, People vs. 40 

Depauli, Mono County vs K! 

Derwae, People va 30 

Disperati. People vs 34 

Dispetati, People vs. 40 

Devlin, Dunnhoo vs 10 

Dickson i-s. KiuRsbury 10 

I>ong Yee, People vs. 34 

Dorry vs. Kingsbury 22 

Dorry vs. Kingsbury ; — 22 

Doyle, People vs 40 

Dunahoo vs. Devlin 10 

Dunning, People va. 40 

Drieabnch vs. Woods 17 

Driggs. People vs 38 

Driggs. People vs. 3S 

Eavey vs. Woods 21 

Edwards, People vs 38 

Edwards, People vs. 38 

EUery vs. Curry 27 

Emmons, People vs. 34 

Engwicht vs. \VilliamH_^ 24 

Ernsting, People vs 38 

Everett, People vs 40 

Fallon. People vs — 30 

Fallon, People vs 30 

Falvey vs. Kingsbury 

taulkner vs. Woods 

Feeney vs. Kingsbury 27 

Field vs. State 24 

Fillmore vs. Kinssbury 

Finley, People vs. 

Fitzgerald, Sac E. G. & K. R. Co. vi 

Flores, People vs, 

Folger va. State - 

Fortch, People vs 

Frank vs. State__ - 

Fredoni, People va 

Furey, People vs 



Galpin vs. Woods 17 

(Jarnett, People vs 32 

Gee Gong, People vs '. 3i 

Gieger vs. Kingsbury 2> 

Gillett, Graham vs 1« 

GiUett, Hagarvs. iS 

Giliett. Halsey vs 1« 

Gilman vs. Kingsbury 21 

Girault, Estate of 26 

Glass, People vs 30 

Glass, People va.__L 32 

Goodenough vs. Kingsbury 3) 

Gordon, People vs 34 

Gordon vs. Kingsbury 20 



Gordon va. Kingsbury.. 

Gorham, People va 

Gorham. People va 

Graham va. Gillett 

Gray, People vs. 

Green vs. ICingsbury 

Greene vs. Kingsbury 

Grlder. People vs. 

Grinnell, People vs. 

Grossman vs. Kingsbury 

Gwiu vs. Woods 



Ilagar vs. Gillett 

Halsey vs. Gillett 

Ham Tong, People vs 

Hanua vs. State 

Hansen vs. Kingsbury 

H^irbine vs. Kingsbury 

Harrison, People vs 

Harriaon, People vs 

Hatch, People vs 

Haj'es, People vs. 

Heacoek, People vs 

Head va. Kingsbury 

Heck, People vs 

Heivner. People vs « 1 

Hensball va. Kingsbury 20 

Herges, People vs 34 i 

Herudon vs. Woods - — 20 | 

Ilifwins, People vs W ! 

Hilliker vs. Cal. M. I/. S. I. A 20 j 

Hoffman, People vs. 40 

Hogan, People vn fi i 

Holden, People vs 40 

Holland, Estate of 1" ' 

Holmes, People vs 3i ' 

Hoops. People vs. S4 , 

Hovey vs. WriBlit 1; | 

Howland, People vs J* 

Isom. People vs ■•'' 



, Gooc^lc 



INDEX TO CASES. 





Pun. 

25 




Paob. 




















Kingsbury, Kuhn vs. 










JobaBOu, People vs. 


40 

80 


Kingsbury, Lane vs. 

Kingsbury, Lauritzen vs. 


21 










86 








Kingsbury, McCord vs. 














Kingsbury, McGill va. - 

Kingsbury, McGrath vs. 

Kingsbury, Messenger vs. 

Kingsbury, Moore vs. _ 




Kaiser L. & F. Co. vb. Curry 

Keane, Miller & Lui vb 


15 

27 


25 

15 

27 




14 

24 

22 

25 






Kelly, People vs 

Kessler va. Kingsbury 

KimmoQ Ginko, People vs. 


Kingsbury, Pfeiffer vs. 


19 


Kingsbury. Pladweli vs 


20 


Kingsbury. Abrams vs. 

Kingsbury, Alberger vs. 

Kingsbury, Albertson vs. 

Kingsbury, AEderson vb. 

Kingsbury, Arneat vs, 


2(i 

20 

27 

21 

27 

21 

17 






Kingsbury. Sione vs. 

Kingsbury. Standard Inv. Co. vi 

Kingsbury, Stein vs. 

Kingsbury, Stone vs. 

Kingsbury, Strehl vs 

Kingsbury, Struven vs. 


2B 

IT 

21 

25 

20 

27 


Kingsbury, Baroteau vs. 

Kingsbury. Baesett vs. 


21 

21 




Kingsbury, Tripp vs. 


27 


Kingsbury, Brookings vs 


25 

27 


Kingsbury, Udell vs. 


26 

25 




27 

17 




36 






22 


















Kingsbury. DiiBon vs. 


19 


Kuhn vs. Kiiwsbury 

Kyne vs. Kingsbury 

Lake vs. Kingsbury 

Lake vs. Woods - 


22 




















Kingsbury, Fillmore vs. 


21 








Kinggbury, Gilman vs. 


22 






- 38 






Lauritzen & Co. vs. State 




Kingsbury, Gordon vs. 


21 

21 


_ 27 


Laverty, People va 


82 






.. 30 


Kingsbury, Hansen vs. 

Kingsbury, Harbine vs. 


21 

27 

21 






32 






KiuKsbury, Henshall va. 


20 


Lewis, People vs 40 



, Cooi^lc 



INDEX TO CASES, 



Little V8. KingBbury 26 

Lobb vs. Kingsbury 20 

Ijonergan vs. Woods 20 

Loomer, People va. 38 

Loper, People va 30 

U A.S.M. &Tr. Ca, People vs. 28 

Lniz, People vs. 30 

Lnkens vs. Nye 15 

Lynch, People ve 34 

Machuca, People vs. 30 

Mack, People vs. 34 

Manzo, People vb 40 

Mar Gin Suie. People vs 40 

Market Street Bank, People vs 16 

Marron VB. San Diego County 16 

Martin, People vs. _ 32 

Martin VB. State _ 19 

Mateznski, People vs. 38 

Maxwell vs. Pardee 18 

McCarthy, People vb 38 

McClelland vs. White. 24 

McCord vs. KingBbury 25 

McGee, People vb 34 

McGillan vs. Kingsbury 26 

McGill vs. Kingsbury 20 

MeGrath vs. Kingsbury 25 

McDonald, People vs 34 

McKeehan, People va 38 

MeMorry vs. Woods 20 

McMorry vs. Wooda 21 

Merced River Electric Co. ya. Curry.. 16 
Merced River Electric Co. va. State ._ 27 

Messenger va. Kingrabury 15 

Metropolitaii Athletic Club, People vs. 28 

Miles, People vs 32 

Miller & Lui vs. Keane 27 

Miskel. People va 30 

Mock Yick Gar, People va 34 

Mohr, People vs 30 

Mohr, People vb 38 

Moffitt VB. Kelly 14 

Mono County vB. Depauli 16 

Montano, People vs. 40 

Montgomery, People vb 40 

Moore, People vs. 30 

Moore vs. Kingsbury 27 

Muhly, People vs 40 

Muhly, People vs 40 

Muir vs. United Statta 14 

Mulford Co. vs. Cnrry 16 

Myers, People vs. 36 






- 22 



National Casualty Co. ( 



Nelson vs. Kingsbury 20 

Newton, People vs 32 

Ng Gee Duck, People va 32 

Nickel, People va 18 

N. A. Tr. Co., People va 

Nye, Alameda County va 

Nye, Lukena vs. 

Nye, Raabe vs. 

Nye, Wessling vs 

Oakland D. & W, Co. vs. Curry 

O'Keefe, People vs. 

Olson ve. Kingabury 

Olivaa, People vs. 

On Git, People vs 

Oppenheimer, People vs 

Oppenheimer, People va. 

Osbom, People vs. 

Overacker, People va 

Pacific St L. A. Co., Stock Brokers 

Pacific Syndicate Co. vs. Curry 

Palassou, People vs. 

Pang Saey Lin, People vs 

Pardee, Maiwell vs. 

Patino, People vs 

Perez, People vs 

Petruzo, People vs 

PfeifEer vs. Kingabury 

Pliister vs. Kingsbury 

Phillips, People vs 

Pia, People vb 

Piercy, People vs. 

Finer. People vs 

Pioneer Realty Co., People vs. 

Pitcher va. State 

Pladwell VB. Kingabury 

Preferred Mutual Life, Matter of 

Price, People vs. 

I*ullnian Co., People vs 

Pullman Co., People vs 

Pullman Co., People vs 

Raabe vs. Nye 

Kamm vs. Kingsbury 

Reeves, Tinited Railroad vb 

Rigby, People vs. 

Riggins, People va 

Riggins, People vs 

Rollins, People vs 

Romero, People vb 

Roaenberg va. Keane 

Rosa, People va 

Rowland, People vs 

Ruef, People vs 



INDEX TO CASES. 



Bussell, People vs. - 
Rneaell, People vs. . 
BaweU vs. State.^. 



. 18 



Sacramento Elec., Gas & R. R. Co., 
State vs. 24 

Sacramento Elec, Gas & R. R. Co. 

vs. Fitzgerald 24 

Saa Diego Coanty, Mairon th 16 

Saunders, People vs. 34 

Schlott, People vs. 34 

Schultz, People ts. 34 

Swartz, People VB. 34 

Scott, People vs. 34 

Sidelinger, People va 

Seifert, People vs 34 

Shaw va. Woods 20 

Shaw vs. Woods 21 

Sheffield, People vs. 38 

Shehadey, People vs 40 

Shephard vs, KingBbnry 25 

Shkkl. People vs. 38 

Silver vs. Crittenden 19 

Silver vs. Crittendeu 19 

Silver, People vs 30 

Singh, People vs 40 

Slone va. Kii^abnry 25 

Smith, People va 32 

Smith, People vs 32 

Smith, People va 40 

21 



Smith TS, Wooda 

Soto, People vs 

South Coaat I-and Co., People va 

S. P. Co., People vs 

S. P. R. R. Co., People vs 

S. P. R. R. Co., People vs. 

S. P. B. B. Co., People va 

Spadoni, People vb 

Spaalding va. State 

Stackpole va. Woods 

Standard Inv. Co. vs. Kingsbury 

Stanley, People vs. 

State, Bedford vs. 

State, Coffin va. 

State C. M. B. & L. A. Co., People 

State, Field vs. 

State, Tolger vs. 

State, Franfe vs. 

State, Hanna va. 

State, Josselyn vs. 

State, Langhome va. 

Slate, Lauritzen &, Co, vs. 

State, Martin va. 

State, Merced Blver Blec Co. vs. 

State. Pitcher vs. 



State, Ruaaell va 18 

State, Spaulding vs 27 

State, Stauffacher vs. IB 

i, Union Tr. Co, va. 15 

J, Union Tr. Co. vs 18 

State, United States vs. 14 

State vs. Central Trust Co 18 

State va. Sacramento Blec., Gaa 4 B. 

Co. 24 

State, Whittell vs. 18 

Stauffacher vs. State J9 

Stein VB. Kingsbury 21 

Stock Brokers va. Pac. St, L. A. Co.._ 16 
Stokes, People va. 32 

e vs. Kingabnry 25 

Stratton, People vb 28 

Strahl VB. Kingabury 20 

Struven vs. Kingabury 27 

Stndley va. Kingsbury 25 

Sutro, Estate of 15 

ile, People va. 38 

Sykes, People vs. 38 

Taft va. Curry 27 

Tanay, People va. 32 

Testa, People vs 34 

Tbornberg, People va 40 

Timken, Eatate of 16 

Tomalty, People va 34 

Treschenko, People vs 30 

Tripp vs. Kingsbury 27 

Tripp VB. Woods 20 

Turpin, People tb. 32 

T. Wah Hiug, People vs. 40 

Udell va. Kingsbury 26 

Udell vs. KingBbnry 26 

Union Tr. Co. vs. State 15 

Union Tr. Co. vs. State 18 

United Railroads vs. Reevea 18 

United States, Muir va 14 

United Statea vs. State 14 

Van Bergen, People vs. 24 

Vasquei, People vs. 38 

Vaughn, People vs 40 

Verduzco, People vs. 40 

Walker, People vs. 36 

Walter, People vs 34 

Ward, People va 38 

Ward, People vs. 38 

Warren, People vs. 38 

Webb, Jacks va 25 

Webb, People va 25 

Webb vs. Woods 20 

.{Ic 



52 






Webster, People vs. 


Page. 
34 


Woods, Driesbach vs 

Woods, Eavej vs. 

Woods, Faolknerm 

Woods, Galpin vs. 

Woods, Gwin va. 


pAesL 
17 


Wells. Fatso & Co., People m 

Wessling va. Nye ._ _ 

Westeott vs. Kingiiiury 

Western Meat Co., People vs.. 


18 

15 

25 

40 

S2 

- - 80 


21 

17 

21 


Wetzel, People th. ___ 


Woods, MoMoiTj va. 


20 


Whalen, People vh 


21 




Woods, Lake vs. 

Woods. Lonergan va. 

Woods, Sbaw vs. 

Woods. SbBV vs 

Woods, Smith vs. 




Wbite, Estate of 

Wbite, McClelland vs. 

Whitham tb. Woods 

Whitteil vs. State 


. — 27 

24 

17 

18 


20 

20 

21 

21 










Woods, Tripp vs. 

Woods, Webb vs 

Woods, Whitham vs. 

Woodvrorth, People vs. 

Woodworth, People vs. 










Williams, Con. M. 4 S. Co. vb. 

Williams, Engwicht vs 

Williams. Nat Caaualty Ca v 


26 

24 

26 

34 


17 

18 

19 








Wright, Hovey vs. 












30 




Wong Long, People vs. 






Woods, Bidwell va. 

Woods. Bolton vs. 

Woods, De lAuza va 


21 

17 

17 




Zimmerman, People vs 


38 
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